Introduction
In Uruguay and Brazil deaf people education is conceived of from dissimilar perspectives. In Uruguay, since 1987, bilingual education has privileged the first years of education, a period in which schools and classes for deaf people began migrating from an oralist paradigm to a bilingual one. However, the former is still maintained, even today, under the perspective of special education. One understands deaf people bilingual education as that in which students go to schools and/or classes where educational activities are developed in Uruguayan Sign Language (USL). Bilingual education recognizes the right of students to learn in the language by which they are constituted and is, thus, the language responsible for their linguistic, cognitive and educational development.
In this context, schools that offer the first years of schooling and children's education assume the responsibility of hearing USL-speaking teachers and deaf instructors who accompany them; only in Montevideo are some classes under the responsibility of only deaf teachers (PELUSO; VALLARINO, 2015; PELUSO; LARRINAGA; LODI, 2016) . This way, these places do not have sign language -oral language interpreters (SLIs). These professionals are only integrated to deaf people education in secondary education (final years of basic schooling in Brazil), in classes only for deaf people. In these classes, teachers do not have knowledge of USL so they can teach in this language. Interpreters are also present in cities where, in this education level, there are no classes for deaf people. This reality changes in the whole country in the period when students move to secondary education (as it is called in Brazil), because all educational processes take place in classes in which deaf and hearing students share the same space.
This school organization developed in Uruguay, according to Federal Act No.
5.625/05, was to be introduced in Brazil. However, the National Policy for Special Education in the Perspective of Inclusive Education, issued in 2008, attributed a new meaning to the concept of bilingual education (discussed by Lodi, 2013) , but it nonetheless established that deaf students are enrolled and remain, throughout basic education, in classes organized and intended for hearing students, with the presence of All content of Bakhtiniana. Revista de Estudos do Discurso is licensed under a Creative Commons attribution-type CC-BY 3.0 BR Brazilian Sign Language -Portuguese translators and interpreters. This has been the main model adopted in Brazil ever since. 1 Contradicting bilingual education assumptions, in inclusive education, as it is called, in addition to showing little attention regarding subjectivity-construction processes, and linguistic, cognitive and educational development of deaf students, sign language is understood as an instrument to convey teaching contents and to teach the written modality of Portuguese, the language spoken by the majority of the students.
Due to this, the professional practice of Sign language-Portuguese translators and interpreters (SLTIs) 2 is the object of transformation (LODI, 2013) .
This article aims at debating SLI/SLTI practice in the first school years and to discuss the implications of the presence of this professional in sign language assimilation processes of deaf students and their learning processes. To do so, this article is divided into three sections: in the first one, there is a brief history of sign language -oral language interpreters and the main concepts that support their training in histories. It seemed relevant to us to compare the organization of deaf people education and professional SLI/SLTI training processes in the two countries by considering that these countries, although using similar practices in the course of the history of deaf people education, followed different paths in terms of legal aspects and linguistic and educational policies for deaf people. In this sense, this comparison allows us to approach the subject from two distinct perspectives.
In the second section, we discuss why SLI/SLTI presence in the first school years is not viable and the ways their practice is altered when one considers the necessary assimilation of sign language by deaf students in order for their school learning to be possible. In the third, we reflect about how, through the presence of these professionals in classrooms, the historical ideological reproduction that has always favored more powerful political, linguistic, social and cultural groups has been maintained, and how their presence sets a new power relation inside schools. remarks, the three sections will be articulated in order to discuss how interpreting practice in the first school years has contributed to exclude deaf students from schools instead of favoring their education.
A Brief History of SLI/SLTI: Uruguay and Brazil
There is no register about when interpreting between oral language-sign languages began, but it is recognized that this practice has existed for many years now so that verbal interactions are guaranteed between deaf and hearing communities, since these social groups coexist on a daily basis. This conviviality, however, always took place in an asymmetrical way, because not all hearing people need to coexist with deaf people who use sign language. This is not true for the deaf, though, since they will share the same time-space with hearing people and are obligated to be in constant interlinguistic contact. This fact gives the wrong idea that deaf people are the ones who need interpreters to get in touch with hearing people and because of that there is no reciprocity in this relation; in other words, hearing people do not need interpreters to get in touch with deaf people, since they do not have much to say to them.
In this unequal relation, the practice of interpreting LIBRAS-Portuguese and USL-Spanish was carried out informally in the beginning, and there was no concern about professional training for the ones practicing it. In Uruguay it is recognized that interpreters were initially hearing children of deaf parents (Children of Deaf AdultsCodas), who took the role of "helping" their parents in their daily relations in different spheres of activity (FAMULARO, 2011) . In Brazil, this reality was not very different:
besides the Codas, there were hearing people with deaf children and others who worked in schools for deaf people. The systematization of this practice took place in the 1980s, mainly in religious places (ROSA, 2005; ALMEIDA, 2010) .
Notwithstanding who was carrying out this practice, the knowledge of sign language was built in interaction between hearing and deaf communities, which began to help them also in how they could carry out interpreting (ALMEIDA, 2010 We should point out that, in Brazilian legislation, training demanded for the professional, both in high school and college, must include practices of interpreting and translation, although technical literature recognizes that they are different practices/trainings. Thus, in Brazil hearing people are privileged in these courses, which do not question deaf people's presence during sign language-written language translation and vice-versa and/or interpreting of sign languages from other countries.
In Uruguay, from the beginning of the 2010s there was the understanding that translation might also be from LSU-written Spanish-LSU, due to the use of videorecordings, that is, texts uttered in sign language, which led them to offer this kind of training also to deaf people (PELUSO, 2015) . Thus, training offered currently by TUILSU emphasizes translation rather than interpreting practices, since in Uruguayan school system organization, text production using USL has been increasingly necessary in school spheres. These practices are considered vital for the consolidation of a true bilingual intercultural education so that students may have access to different texts uttered in their language, whether they are produced originally in USL or those that require translation from Spanish to USL or from USL to Spanish. In addition, compared to Brazil, there is a low demand for interpreters to assist students in classrooms. In contrast to this, in Brazil the focus in SLTI training processes is on Portuguese-LIBRAS-Portuguese interpreting because of the strong influence of education policies in development in the country and the increasing participation of deaf people in social spaces of political and cultural nature, a fact that demands professionals to interpret them.
Thus, considering this paper's aims and taking into account that text production in USL and text translation from and to LSU are recent practices in Uruguay and are little discussed and explored in Brazil, the focus of debates is always on interpreting (and not translation processes). This is the reason why from now on professionals will be called Sign Language Interpreters (SLIs), the way they are called in Uruguay.
Still thinking about training processes, we also see the presence, in training courses, of distinct concepts of language and of how professional practices are to be constituted, both in university and high school courses (in the case of Brazil) and the fact that the concept which formed the basis of non-professional interpreting practice is still privileged nowadays. This has determined the primacy of grammatical-linguistic knowledge of sign language because it is considered to be enough for a good interpreting practice.
All content of Bakhtiniana. Revista de Estudos do Discurso is licensed under a Creative Commons attribution-type CC-BY 3.0 BR Disagreeing with this understanding, in this text a distinct concept will be adopted: we see interpreters as professionals who act in the frontier of senses between sign languages and oral languages. Due to this, they develop a language of work and work with language, and for that reason their knowledge must transcend that of grammar; they must know how these languages function, their distinct uses according to the spheres of human activity in which utterances are produced. We argue that, if language materializes in enunciation, we must accept that the focus of this practice turns to concrete utterances, to senses present therein, in their intrinsic relation with the continuous chain of verbal communication. It is thus a practice that leads professionals to produce senses in the discourse to be interpreted in order to make possible the construction of a new utterance that guarantees the completeness of that which is being interpreted (LODI, 2007; FAMULARO, 2011; ALMEIDA, LODI, 2014) . This way, this practice depends, fundamentally, on being among interlocutors who master the languages involved, since the act of interpreting cannot be considered a lonely act. It has the form of a dialogue, of verbal interaction and so "utterer/interpreter/interlocutor actively take part, because, as senses are potentially infinite, they can only be produced and actualized when there is contact with other senses" (LODI, 2007, s./p).
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Having these tenets as the basis of our research, we seek to problematize Libras/USL interpreter training and, thus, the impracticality of their presence in the first school years, since most deaf students still have not assimilated sign language as their first language.
Sign Language Assimilation by the Students and the SLI: Tenets
In accordance with Bakhtin's thought (1990), 5 we are born by means of verbal interactions in a world that exists previously to our existence. We occupy, physically, in the concrete world, a unique place in life, but our body, at that moment, is restricted to the inner body: organic sensations, needs, etc. Our exterior body is still the body of another, whose register can only happen fragmentarily. We do not manage to autonomously resist it. We receive, still in a scattered way, all the acts that are directed to us (acts of love, attention, care), modulated by a language loaded by tones of value attributed to us: we receive a name, become involved in senses about ourselves, our body, our sensations; we receive a language that connects us, as a response, to our exterior body. This other that looks at us and that is responsible for our first glance at ourselves, introduces us to the first words, those which subsequently will also be spoken by us.
In this essentially dialectic and dialogic relation in which we change all the time, we also change others, moving them from their position by each act toward them:
crying, smiling, the satisfaction of our needs, the first words we utter (which were uttered before we existed). We respond to the project of future belonging to those who have lived their existence before ours, to something yet-to-be accomplished, as discussed by Geraldi (2013) , something which gives us sense and direction (never straight or linear); a project only possible due to the excess of seeing that others have regarding us, for, in life, the author continues, "it is necessary to project a future so we can extract from it the criteria to select what is past, which can work as a lever for the construction of this very future" (p.19). 6 Thus, we live our life, our history, our present, in a dialog with the past and with what is still to be.
However, this process differs when we think about the birth of a deaf baby in a hearing family. From the mother and relatives, s/he will receive affection, smiles and expressions; s/he will see the lips of the mother moving, addressing her/him. The baby will not be able to hear the words that, little by little, are giving sense to her/his existence; words that s/he would later utter. Oral language can be perceived only in the fragmentary way -by the constitutive extraverbal aspects of discourse or by means of loose words coming from a greater context related to life. From the mother, the baby will receive a name, but s/he will learn about it only latter; her/his birth will not be narrated to her/him. This way, the baby will distance herself/himself from the family's constitutive histories, histories that would dialogue with her/his own, as they are shared in the course of their existence only by language. 6 In original: "é preciso projetar um futuro para dele extrair os critérios de seleção do que é passado que possa funcionar como alavanca de construção desse futuro."
All content of Bakhtiniana. Revista de Estudos do Discurso is licensed under a Creative Commons attribution-type CC-BY 3.0 BR Countless attempts to change reality are done by the family, especially according to instructions given by health professionals, who will try, at all costs, to treat this child by using uncontextualized speech teaching practices as well as restoring their hearing capacity using hearing-aid devices and/or invasive procedures, as is the case of surgeries for cochlear implants. In these cases, this child is denied interactions using sign language, relations with adult deaf people and between peers using this language.
As a consequence, the child's subjectivity(ies) is(are) built from the hearing model s/he should assimilate. Throughout her/his history and in this process in which s/he lacks words to be able to signify the world, the other and herself/himself, deaf people grow according to the place attributed to them by the many people with whom they live:
people with special needs (related to speech and audition), different (in the negative sense of the term) persons, those who cannot participate in and from the countless verbal interactions full of sense and (why not?) knowledge.
This hegemonic discourse which is part of the great time of the history of deaf people brings with it the marks of a past of isolation, difficulties, silencing. But it also brings, as a counterpoint, a past of struggles for being social-culturally recognized as deaf people, as persons who express themselves in a language different from that of the hearing majority: sign language (LANE, 1988; MOURA, 2000) . However, this past, in dialogue with the present, aims at a transformation of the future that is still far from being reached, at least in terms of education.
The discourse of the inclusive education policy, as it is adopted in Brazil today, is an example of something not to be achieved, since deaf students are denied the right of learning sign language, because at the moment they enter school and, subsequently, that environment, they do not have opportunities for verbal interactions with other deaf people using sign Language, a reality that is concealed by the presence of SLI. The idea that there is no education without language, without verbal interaction, that "there is no education outside the relation between the self and the other" (GERALDI, 2013, p.15), 7 in our case teacher-student and students-students, is ignored in school contexts where deaf and hearing students are in the same classroom. The construction of interactions in sign language is reduced to the relations between deaf students and interpreters, who are 7 In original: "não há educação fora da relação entre o eu e o outro."
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In this context, SLI have only one choice: to teach sign language to students, addressing a specific context -school contents -, in an indifferent and isolated way.
Removed from history and the social horizon in which it is uttered, this way of approaching language allows only knowing how language's constitutive elements are organized, most times using oral language as a basis, since it is the language used in the classroom and the school. This language concept determines, consequently, a relation in which apprentices must passively accept the information they are given.
The teaching of a mother or native language and/or foreign languages through the opposition between approaching words as "signals" or "signs" is discussed by Vološinov (1973) . 8 For him, the word as "signal" is an instrument used to designate objects, being thus understood as an entity that has an identic-to-itself inalterable content -a dictionary word -and does not pertain to the field of ideology. The word as a sign, by its turn, is inside the ideological sphere, situated among socially organized individuals. It materializes by being uttered in a given social-historic and cultural context; it is always addressed to someone, appropriated by different accentuations that give life to it. To this word, we must invariably respond. Thanks to its social ubiquity, we can understand all evolutionary processes that occur in distinct social spheres; thus, the history of those who live it materializes in it.
However, when we consider that the relation deaf people establish with sign language in school spaces takes place through interlocutors who do not live it and are not constituted by it, we see once again students who live this reality deprived from the history of the language and the culture that it determines and is determined by it. In addition to it, the word, or more exactly its product, enunciation, responsible for verbal interaction processes, is addressed according to interlocutors and thus to community.
Therefore, if the group to whom deaf people utterances will be addressed is constituted by hearing people, we subject deaf people to the community that uses Portuguese.
In this sense, depending on the training offered to professional SLIs, whether the primacy of grammar or linguistic forms are approached as signals to the detriment of senses in social circulation, their work will presuppose language as having transparency for a process to favor the transformation of all school agents.
Education and Life: The Word of Others in the Learning Process
The objectified language teaching process and the exclusion of language from reality, from lived life, reminds us what Bakhtin (1990 Bakhtin ( , 10 1993 11 discussed in his first works: the impossibility of separating culture from life. For the author, the theoretical world, the world of knowledge, of specific disciplines, which comes to existence thanks to an abstraction, is similar and closed in itself. To it we cannot add anything, in so far as it is severed from life and is unable to offer praxis and act to life. For Bakhtin (1993) , 12 the world must be given from the unique and singular place in which each one is, so that it may be lived in a real and responsible way. That implies the recognition of each human being's singular difference. Bakhtin (1993) 13 disagrees with the idea of a universal, general, repeatable and constant truth (истина -Istina) which has nothing to say to the truth of lived life, with the intonation of the act (правда -Pravda). This scission can still be recognized in current school practices that separate knowledge from life, instead of making efforts to establish a dialectical relation between them.
While discussing the architectonics that composes world and life events, Bakhtin Event-intrinsic time would thus have sense when related to time extrinsic to the event actualization, according to the singular volitive tones in the unity of each subject. A past in relation with the present projects itself to a distinct future, making a path in which we are and produce at the same time.
This way, one understands that knowledge and language objectification, and thus their severing from life, eventually determines asymmetrical relations inside schools, teacher-students' verbal interactions which affect the way knowledge is conveyed. This asymmetry significantly intensifies when we consider the presence of deaf people in hearing classrooms, places in which all knowledge is approached from social-cultural and linguistic contexts of the majority (hearing students); they are then offered interpreting of the contents/concepts into LIBRAS, having a direct relation with the context in which utterances are produced by teachers to hearing students. Thus, as the dialog between knowledge/culture and life is not a fact inside schools (and exceptions are rare), their distance from deaf people's social-cultural and linguistic contexts increases considerably.
In addition, according to Bakhtin (1981 Bakhtin ( , 15 1990 , 16 the relation between our existence and the words of others should be taken into consideration. Bakhtin recognizes what we live surrounded by words of others and that we react to them in the course of our existence. It is through these words that we assimilate the wealth of human culture. Their presence in human life makes necessary the task of responding to them and understanding them (understanding and responding merge in a reciprocally conditioned dialectical relation, and one of them cannot exist without the other). In this process, the word of the other, by being assimilated by me, becomes alien-my words and, in the dialogue with other alien words, becomes my-words, after engaging in a difficult ideological battle.
According to Bakhtin (1981) intervention, our ideological attitudes regarding others and the world may be (re)defined) are affected by different processes of production and transmission, determined by the contextual framing to which they are subjected. However, independently of the way the discourse of the other is (re)elaborated by the discourse of the speaking person, the dialogic relation established between them will transform the words of the other according to senses and social-ideological accentuations on the basis of the discursive project of those who say something. These words/discourses may take two forms: authoritative discourse and internally persuasive discourse.
The authoritative discourse demands of us recognition and assimilation and because of this, it is much more difficult for us to modify their senses and accentuations when it is integrated to the discourse of those who speak. The author adds that their existence is inseparable from what "authority" for a given group represents, whether it is political, institutional, or personal. Contrary to this, the internally persuasive discourse intertwines with our own words, becoming half ours, half somebody else's, and is able to organize, from the inside, our own words. what it can still say to us.
We then understand that while working with objectified contents that do not favor the aesthetic finishing of knowledge, the relation that students establish with these contents cannot be other than one of authoritative assimilation, as truth [истина -Istina] . This fact will have even more serious implications in the students' constitution of their individual consciences when we take into account that, according to Freire (2014) , the school, through their work with language, has been historically reproducing the ideology of the dominant class.
Thus, when we reflect on classrooms in which there are two languages to which students relate socially in quite an asymmetrical way, we see that the authority of teachers' word replicates in the interpreters' words. Interpreters, when interpreting the discourse of those who have institutional power, do it from the logic of the Portuguese language. This process, which results in reproducing the dominant ideology, also establishes a new relation of power inside the school: the SLI is the person who has knowledge of what teachers say and the way they do, but also of the sign language, a fact that places SLI in the center of all deaf people interactions. This way, it is not possible to establish a dialogue between the histories of deaf students and those who utter in Portuguese/Spanish without SLI mediation, and this restriction does not allow the words of the others (the teachers', the hearing students'), as they are uttered, to become internally persuasive words for deaf people. They are not intertwined with deaf people's words and are thus unable to organize, from the inside, deaf people's own words.
Therefore, it is possible to say that teaching practices are distant from the concrete cultural and historical world of deaf people, excluding them from the possibility of individual transformation, from learning. This way, we realize that the past, which did not allow an equitable education between deaf and hearing people, is reproduced in the present (although in another discourse), projecting again a future of exclusion, non-learning, ignorance of mankind history and culture -deaf people's and also hearing people's. SLI is thus assigned a distinct role in the replication of this reality, still contributing to the maintenance of power relations between languages and social groups.
Final Considerations
In this text, we sought to discuss the implications of SLI training and practice in the first school years, the underlying presuppositions about their work in this education level, and, consequently, inclusive education -the way it is organized today in Brazil and the possibility of its being introduced in Uruguay. Although inclusive education has been the claim of some sectors that can influence the country's education policies, the current results of work in basic education and at the university (professional training that emphasizes the production and translation of texts from and to USL) point to the fact that the way that has been followed until now is the one which better respects the social-cultural and linguistic peculiarities of deaf people.
Therefore, in spite of the discourse of acceptance of diversity and the necessary transformation of school institutions to assure respect to the peculiarities of all students, turn, because they are unable to assume the role of deaf students' interlocutors, since most deaf students have not assimilated sign language, take the responsibility of teaching this language to deaf students, and they do it based on an objectified conception of language, adequate for specific school contexts. Thus, they contribute to the false idea that the assimilation of a language is possible from the knowledge of its linguistic forms and/or of sentences completely severed from the history and the culture of that which is uttered in that language. We must consider that, with rare exceptions, SLIs also do not live the language from inside, from the culture that determines and is determined by Libras/LSU. They still collaborate to maintain the mistaken understanding that school learning is possible only by means of the linguistic knowledge made available by them to deaf students.
Thus, they corroborate, very often without questioning their role, (i) the myth of learning without language; (ii) the historical view that deaf people depend on them for living with hearing people (in a non-reciprocal relation), as if the deaf did not have anything to say and/or share in terms of experience and life to majority social groups;
and (iii) the establishment of a new power relation of hearing/deaf people inside schools. In this asymmetrical relation, the words of the others -teachers, SLIs -are transmitted to deaf students in an authoritative way with no possibility for establishing a dialogue with them.
In this text, we argue that an education effectively focused on being inclusive/equitable cannot be reduced to the existence, in the school sphere, of people who speak two languages. Also, the conviviality therein cannot be treated as if it were peaceful. To live this conflict would imply the possibility of multiple discourses in circulation, the words of the others, to become, free from authoritative transmission, internally persuasive utterances, offering thus students the "mutual constitution of the mind by the world and of the world by the mind, of human beings by society and society by human beings" (SOBRAL, s/d., p.6). 18 These are discourses which, instead of treating education as severed from life, aim to establish with it an intrinsic relation, so that life is lived in education and education, in life. This relation between This way, an education that intends to be inclusive should imply an intricate transformation of social relations built inside schools, mainly regarding the ethical responsibility established by teachers as they have a double exotopic position in relation to their students: by giving them completeness and making them constantly dislocate toward the (non-linear) knowledge production, which is their project as teachers.
Thus, a change of this reality would only be accomplished in Brazil by introducing bilingual education such as proposed and developed in Uruguay, which, by allowing deaf children and young people to assimilate a language through which beingas-event would be possible, the aesthetic unity of knowledge/science and life can be accomplished, through verbal interactions with deaf people and/or directly by teachers who utter in sign language. In this case, it is not a question of believing that only language change would be a determinant of this process, but that of considering the possibility that is offered when learning conditions are transformed. This way, we do not ignore countless other factors that would also be determinant for an education practice that makes this process viable: teachers and their excess of seeing in relation to students and their education project; students as teachers' excess of seeing; the questioning of school tradition that works with knowledge objectification, to mention just a few.
When we turn the learning context into a space where people utter in sign language -experienced in life and not taught to students -, other power relations are established inside schools/classes, because teachers (as most of them are hearing) are obligated to move from their "linguistic comfort zone" when they utter in a language distinct from that in which they were constituted. This is something that will potentially require a transformation of their teaching practices and the way their discourses will be produced. We say 'potentially' because for that to happen, there must be, on the part of teachers, an understanding of language in its discursive dimension and, consequently, of sign language as the one that allows new processes of signification of the world and social-ideological constitution of deaf people: a language that cannot be uttered only for It is then necessary to question the concept of inclusion as something restricted to school contexts, because its current understanding in Brazil makes these processes far from being accomplished. And school exclusion, which is a landmark in the history of deaf people's education, is perpetuated by the education practices of teachers and the relations between SLIs and deaf students. To discuss and argue for deaf people inclusion must then lead necessarily to an extension of this concept to all social spheres.
This implies, as a consequence, the recognition of deaf people as part of a social, cultural and linguistic minority so that their rights and duties as citizens are guaranteed.
